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Overvxew of MBFR Optlons

‘i In his decxs‘cns of October 14 and Octobet 29, 1983. the P:esi- o
+ dent directed that the Senior Arms Control Policy Group; working .. =
+ -with the Int erdepartmental Group (IG) on NATO Conventional Forces . -
2~ and Arrms Control, review alternative MBFR options and possible
:}.negotxatxng strategies for the future. The attached papers, whxch
_inclucde fleshed-out options and a rev1sed ver1f1catzon annex.

*; respond to this’ tas?xno.

" ‘;. '_-- .

- PR ,’

i

[

Statu:‘of tbe begotxatlons R _e;";fv?“°:";“,‘{{l_”

ff_;'"“Tle Pxee:dent has dec ded that US polxcy for the current MBFR
*i.negotiations is that both a data agreement and a comprehansive hA“O
.v,.;fu: tion package are essentzal prereq\.xsxtes for a treaty

u_q_xuranc the cu.ren. necotzat:ng round in Vxerna. the West has
:ccnt.n.e to press its approach to reductiors, verification anaﬁu,':gi

: data’s Tne West has explained its-rationale and has proposed ° ST
. possible modalities for focusing further discussion on verification =~
J r»xn o'dcr to make pro,ress where such progress is posslble. - ’
5T5u~ -The fas: has ‘pressed hard. for a "constructive” heste.n respoase B
g to the 3raf:s treaty it tabled in Vienra-on June 23, 1983, and to 1ts.;
o .earlier proc:sa*s of Felwvary 17, 1983 calllng for US/Soviet nutual .-
ﬁexa:ple re-hctzons. a freeze, and reductions tc parity without" rrlor
‘Gata acreerxent.  The Western Ad Hoc Group assessment of the- Eas‘ern
g»~—dra£t treaty states,. On balance the draft moves the East scmebhat

regird te verifiable parxty. However, the draft does not provide
CIsssurarnces that the Last will actually take the asymmetrical -
'—xeductxors needed to reach parity, and its proposed verzfxcatioé}-
;aaasures axe stxll 1nadequate., LZ.;'j;jn';;;‘.m?' B L

.t LARZIRT :v.'. .- ..‘,._
- Tt e ced?ill -

proposing that the sides exchange plans for inviting observers to
the reductions of the most significant contingents and include in -
“the plans information on the rumerical strength, nationality,
‘designation and location of those contingents.  This ‘proposal -
nodifies the East's earlier opposition to any nunerically spec:f:ed _
reductions to egual levels ana to any real numerical verification of

those reductions. This new Eastern pesition ensures that observa= -
tion of reductiors will take place on a predictable basxs ann not'm

sole]v at the 1nv1ta 1on oL the :educzng sxde. zigw

‘SECRET‘
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"of the opportunztzes provided by these concessions to bring the East~'

- ciestion. Eastern representatives have told us that having . -
" they will make no further moves in the absence of a Western

‘ unlzk—ly to no S0 for some time." e ' .s;~g4 "?}hf”'*f“
 growing Gifferences anong the hllies on MBFR necotiating polzcy.

. Germars, Dutch, Canadians and Nordics feel that the US and UK a:e
. too rigid and are assuming “ocC defensive a posture -in this nego- =

opening to introduce specific numbers -- .which the Soviets have beenf

~the Soviets :o:e ix:nly on an effect:ve verxfzcatzon sys:en xn MBFE-3

'neetxng.

' pleecxng for a new Western :n1t1at~ve in the negotzatxors-

.-N'.- Y 4

.--..—

Having made those moves, the East has taken the positien that e
.any further moves are now up to the West, and the East will take no -
nore initiatives in the absence of a Western: response*—-Sovxet e
representatives have taken the same position in bilateral discus- 'jf jfr
sions with us_regarding the. US probe on ver1f1catzon wh:ch was P
launched in June.~- 21,.‘ SR - Lk L iEem e e :

- o i . . . .. R e T e

A recent delegat1on assessnent of the current’ sxtuation in the-_‘”mum
negotiations makes the following points:.- "In lookxng at. the new .ffv ;f”
Eastern position, we should consider whether we can'take advantage

~x, --.....

still further towards US MBFR objectzves. For example, the East’ 5.
willingness . to specify the 'bulk' of reductions could provide an

resisting for years -- into the reductxon and mon:itorinc process. ;:_'f
Fastern mcves cn verification provide pOssxbilltzes for pznnzng down -

“”’”Actually tanng advantage of these opportunztxes is another o

} cesented these new proposals and having answered Western questzene;"

counterptoposal. ¥hile this posztzcn could change, it seems‘”"'

>

The delega'xon has also callec attentzon. ‘as. has us: ATU, te

The Gelegation assessment states, "As we perceive it from here, the

tiation. They are also concerned that the East has- substant1ally .....
enhanced its posture not only in the MBFR negotiations but publ:cly
and that this could dlmznxsh the credlbil:ty of the West's overall .
arms control posture in Western public opxnxon»~-"hese Allzes aredni
looking to the US for a lead and to NATO for a new position. - thle-?
this has not yet becone a major issue, it is percolating at senioxr ..
governnent levels, particularly in Canada (Trudeau's Guelph speech).‘:

the he-herlands. and Gerrany..... It also appears 11ke1y that the

In addxtzon. Chancellor Kohl has wrxtten to"the Presidentw';fL

lxnes of the FRG approach.

[ U

A\axnst tbxf bacxground. the MBFR IG has examxneﬁ a- range of=
‘options, which are briefly sunmarized below. = As a’ benchzark=for=-
coxparxson. the cuxzent hestern posxt:on 1n MBFR fs - sursarized f :s;
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Copnon to all the options is the need. followzng a US decis;on. o
"to coordinate our position first with the UK and FRG trilaterally, e

CewiiE Ll .
-

then wzth the other Allies in NATO. _u__ ‘ - .w_ﬁgj

All opt1ons are conpatxble with further work on associated-fe‘ =
nrasures. 1ncludlng an enhanced Measure & on exchange of. 1nfc:ma:ion.mi:
whlch the. delegatxon pzoposed in connection with Optxon Th:ee. = .

...‘..,

"}Current Posxtion t St

The cur:ent Western posxtxon.'embodxed in the d'aft trea y:wﬂ
tabled on July 8. 1982. envxsages the follow:ng sec ‘ence of step.s_

. --.Agree on data. (1 e., current tctals for NATC and Fa:siu_?act

v -

“military »anpoue: xn Central Europe) _- ,_r\ “H?li"iil*fa.m

‘ -- Agree cn size of reductions to parxtV. at about 700, 000
‘Agxound pe:sonnel and 900 000 ground and air. perscnneI ;onbxned,_on<

eaClr side. -

- '-~ Ag-ee on verzflcatxon measures (a package of seven.”vw,_w-_
veritication and confidence-building measures is conta:ned in~Annex__m

I1 tc the hestern draft treaty). o »-;*:~w4;;g»u;ge

S e

-~ Sign and rat:fy MBEP treaty. ':j? . _:':Q ﬁ;;.

- Implenent verxfacat1on measures anu reouctlons._

1 ’ educes 30, 000.

-- All 'irect partzc:pants reduce i

h u
L

'whthﬂ One: Retain the current
Tanc a veri1fication. package as prerequxsxtes

initial L<-Sov1et reductions. ' : .i',ﬁ:': e

Under this optxon ‘a short term and a long— erm approach are
suggested. Both essentially retain the pr1nczp1es of the currens_”‘f
approach as defined by its seguence. of steps. The longer-ternm: .
approach, however, suggests fundamental modifications to elements o-i
sur MBFP position and, thereicre, reguires a conprehersive study ot :
1ts razifications. -The short-terr prcposal is designed to press the
£ast for further movement on verification and to serve as a response -

.- to the latest Eastern proposals, while avoiding conflict witi

IO“Oe -range possxbxlxt:es. E ;ngnn;,v‘uiz“ :

5

by
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Near ters. Prooosals

: I 5. X3 Y

Alternatxves under thls approach all requxre redraft1ng the
current verification annex to the West's draft treaty, especzally ol
1wprov1ng our exchange of information measure, but acceptlng part oi i L
the East's language for other ‘measures: where possxble._ Alternative A
v pr&sentatxons follow-. T e v »
| -- present ‘new dra t verification annex (thxs woula respond ‘to i
Fastern claim that we have not modified our position since 1979, but’
would risk rejectzon of the whole based on refetence to unacceptable“

. pafta).ﬁ _ 'r;'fi"‘*ﬁ"w‘ ﬁ»~_ n *:5.:i:.;;1;; f;aés",
. -- prasent zodified ele-ents of the annex (th:s woul“pro-org-
= 'dxscusszon and perhaps provide rore negotzatlng flexibility to: .

‘engage the r=st 1n dzscussxon of wodalitzes of speczfzc aeasures)*”'

-- propose a joint dvaftxng exercise on verxfzcation ptovisions'l-

(this w>uld probably appear to be the most positive form of respense

. and might elicit greater mcvement by the East, but might be taken by
soce as a s;gnal that the sxdes were much closer than they are).

‘- .o PRI -

Lenger-term Proposals o R R _sea;;.ﬂj“*f*“

- The iallo»xng pxo csals reqnxre s*uc, fo: possxble acoptxon in
the long—term.u.pl o T ...‘.. e ;=_jigfya”"' _

WS

-—‘change from marnower to force structure (or- other unlthof‘:
.account) in our data dzscussxon and for speczflcation of reductzons
wand lxmxta.zons. -

o
s

wmore significant initial reductions, reachxng pa:xty quzcke:(—
possible inclusion of other non-1nu1genous forces in initial =
reductions; - o o ‘.-“~«1 Co Aﬂ“‘ T“fi;mfhvf
-~ agree w1th A111es prior to treaty szgnature on a set of
graduated, automat1c *esponses to lou—level warnzng events.ffr“

Cption Two: Postpone data acreerent ‘until after treaty-sicnature
but befsre reducticns: then recuce tc parity :

This option envisages the followzng sequencef

e *—-"-Agreé‘ -on parity goal..

—oaoop :

Declassified in Part - Sanltlzed Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 CIA RDP86BOO420R000801640001 -2
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Imple:en: the verzf1cap1on measuges.‘

- Agree on datg.':i',f -

sLol T . e .

- .., -

- Agree on sxze of reductxons to par:ty.

lavels fcllﬂu ng each stage.,[_
== T..ee. Pcs pcae data acr ec-eﬂ‘ vntil after i
=cTicrs {Leiecaziirn cptxow) '

iris op.:on enV*sages the fallcw~ng seguence:

(l) Agree on verlfxcatxon mezsures proposed by West, 1nc1u31rg

fcrrit for the excrange of intcrration (Associated Measure 6), .ané

. on SQQuence for recuctxons anc 1nplenen~1ng vexlfzcatzcn zeasures.
Db . , - .

e (2) Acree on ar interim agreen nt of 30 non.hs durat1oﬂ

e conto;dxnc the icl owxwg poln's- e

- a- Initial US-Sovies re~LC’1ons'c‘"'3gO; | % e
»?Dlnts, to beA'onple.eu wlth 12 months.,,ﬁ; R 5;;i354;uw

. o-- Fc;lchzrg these recu ctzons. a non-xncrease coun:tnent on._.
. ccllective level of each sxce 's manpower for yezzod oi 18 mcnths.;
o . T -
ais -—— At beg1nn1ng of freeze, sices would prcvzde informa‘ior ‘on’;
e foerces accord;ng to Associatecd Measure 6. format, ang wOle 1np‘emeq:-

211 \evxplcat:cn reascres to conflrm 1nforma.10n.W-;y}f;;

4 -~ After 18-nmonth freeze. if sides satisfied that force S
+ . dnta-ainformation provzdes wis accurate, sides would p:oceeé to-szc;.
) o ratify formal treaty cover1ng reductions to parity in three
years, with amount of each side's reductions specified in treaty
based on the agreed data and with all verification measures in-
effect from outset. If sides not satisfied that data/zn‘crnagfou
correct, all obligations would be voxded._

“ (3) Sigr. ang ‘rpleneueyvr € ~rter1r agree“ent (1n1tia1

:ﬁ Teiuctions. and freeze)._, D o
:‘J o . . ) . . ) - :?.ﬁ

J*'* e &) Contlnue necotia:icnsvcn craft treaty. z

it . o TE T
SRk N30 1] Gata acreezert resched by end of 18~nonth*ereeze petxod.wn
N7 T sken and ratzfy treaty on recuctions to parlty in R
a 3 years.

| (6) lmpleuent treaty reéuctions.to parity.r‘u

4
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"8G _Cpticn: Postpone data aqreement until after initial US-Soviet -
-luCtlons on baszs of nutual exorple. e .
- ‘\—ﬂm q:- ..

e e —

Ahxs cpt 1on nv:sages thc lelOklnc sequence. " e )
._‘.‘- . PR ¢ : .,‘._ - ) -
-- US and ‘USSR agree ‘on sxze of 1n1t131 ‘us- Sovxet reductionS..; e A

il hltndtah thez on kasis of mutu izl exau,le. through des:gra ed
‘Mzmanent exxt/en.ry pc'nts. ) :

-~ }CIICanc these re*actxons. the sides‘woula'ehter‘iﬁtb’f“x
rerically specified commitments not- to increase collectzve level

’ci ~anpswer, based either on aoreed cata or on no: -agrees data -
prcvided bty each siée provided agreement reached cn-all verif:ca‘;c.
reas.res prizcsed “) \est. Luiretiorn of th:s co"‘tne -t 11'1ted to-

apecified ticz e

- ,—-..4 PR,

-~ 1f '-és satisfied that da:e ac eeneﬁt has beeﬁ readbeéh‘

es wcuold sign and ratify a treaty cn reductions tc parity, with

%38
recucricons specifiec based on the agteea cata. alona lznes oi _;f
Ly

h

rers kestern crafe. tteaty.. R : Lo e

UR Jptish: cs:pﬂﬂe da ag:eeﬂent 'rtil after large US-°391et‘ﬁ
iFhase 1 neuuct ans. o S - .' e -
f T.is crt:oﬁ”ezvisegee the tcilswing seguence: ".. Ao LT
: ~~ Acree cn size of "rinizcz” US (€.9., 25 000) ard S*_ie:'
' (e.g.. 60, Ubb) xe-uctxors. ‘ “} | , R
~- rcree on reszuaal ceilings for US (about 200 000) and UbSF
(sovt 4C0,000).. : = --w;
.- -- A,reg gn verif: ca iorn
‘:o el .":a'--‘“‘.“ _;';;,‘-t;:—.‘_r_‘ i ’-_'_-‘..... ;. .- ;"_
. - ngn ano ratx {y agreerent. -~
h == Irngplexen at the=e recuctlons ané verlflcatlon reasures.
-- hcreerment that these CEIIIDQS haé been reached would ptovzée
agreecd cata base. ) . : _' IR -t_‘.':j-. ~-Z:
~- Ail direct. partlc pants would ester into mutual po;xt:cal_A{;;
cortitment” nct to-take actions which weould@ underrine the ob Ject:va.-
wof parity, fo: fixeg Guraticn, during which agreement might be .
, fneache" on dGata anc the rroc:ss fer 'e'uctacrs to 1:~ar:zty.;_-;,-_~
- ;1 agreerent rezChed on aate, s*gﬂ anﬁ tatlfy ‘ané .nplere st
* ‘treaty on. reductiors to parity, cirilar toc Western draft treaty. -
‘J: o e . L
' i‘- . N . ;:_- S S
: ’f L. ‘ - S aRaE T
‘N.G ’ 2: 7"? .:' » o . ‘ v ‘ R
. . . ce LT
'fi:}:? .
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IL TE& TREATY SIGMATURE; BUT™ BEFORE REDUCTIQNS;L
”"“W REDUCTIONS TO PARITY ' :

~r mmece - e e s
-

T

I. Desc'ibtioh’df Option: }"" IR '_“"’*?‘“f_.

. '_' <-;'~_-:.“._.. . AR SO

This ootzon "is would establish a sequence of: treaty :
signature, verification, data agreement, then reduction in .. -
stages, with.further verification and agreement on force levels
before each stage.  Its rationale is that it would: (i) answer

Declassmed in Part Sanltlzed Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 : CIA- RDP86BOO420R000801640001 2 N
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Soviet cha:ges that the West seeks information on its force" f{ﬁfm

" levels without being willing to commit itself to feductions ozr < -

* to use inflated intelligence figures to pursue unfaiz.:: - - qﬁ;{
‘advantage; (ii) if rejected by the Soviets, place them on the -
record as ocpposing verification; and (iii) if accepted, pe:nzt
resolution of the data dispute through ‘actual observation, .

' while {iv) providing the West with a means of halting Ehei
reductions process at the £izst xndication of Soviet -
non—ccmplience..5,5_ﬂ . L SRR ;ﬁzii ;_

An' Verlficaticn' - : _ o ' Lo ‘ : .,~ e ‘;‘ -

o The West's full Packaye uf Assocxated Measu:es would be e

~~  accepted by the East prior to treaty’ signature, and would be a

. . precondition for such signature. - They would be formally .- - .

el cod:f;ed in the treaty, which would (except for postponement of
data agreement and likely mod1 ication in the number of
reductions phases) be ‘the 82 Western draft treaty.:r

Lmalementatxon wou’d begln after treaty signature end s
D before reductions, and would continue in stages during the -
< reductions process (see C. below). Agreement on residual force - i
SR levels would be recux ed nrlor to eadh :educeions tranehe.;;'g;j

Th-s optlon does not in any way dxmlnzsh the e‘fectlveness‘
cf the Wast's verification package. As with the current L
western approach, the EZast would be committed by treaty to the o
ve:ifzcetzon measures, and would know that any impediments*.“?nnz
aced in the way of imzlementation would prevent all progress
we:ds reductions. While initial implementation would precedev_
daee agreement, Western data could de facto remain the &
beselzwe, as we would bte under no obligation to proceed with
reductions unless we were satisfied with the results of the.
initial verification, ané we could set our own s.enderds .or

;. .. 'being satisfied“. o,

ST As with a1l M3FR-ozticns, the basic difficulty in"assessiﬁé" o

accen=abilitv is uncertainty about ultimate Soviet willingness

e o cauncenance any agreezent leading to 2 parity outcome. This = -

“'E5tion does, however answer Soviet charges that we seek to

cbtain inf o:matzon -on their force structure without making any - -

-..——--.oq-gv o I S ‘:__'...A_.‘Z.: : O
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upen implementation~of- satisfactory verification measures

leading to data agreenment. Whether this would be more
s2.atable to the Soviets than our current position is -
‘uncertain, but it could hazdly be less so. At any rate, Soviet R
--,nc:-ons of_this proposal would represent a nropaganda
windfall for us, as it would enable us to point Out that here,
as in other aras ccntrol endeavours, a basic stunbling block is
Soviet unwillingness to accept e= “fective verification. The .
lixelihood of "Soviet coapliance again depends ultimately upon: o
wuncertain: Soviet objectives. 3ut since satisfactory compliance ,
... ~would be a prerequisite for each stage of reductions, . b
inadequate compliance would simply halt the reductions process
without plaging the West in a disadvantageous position. if thc.f
reduc:ions tranches ‘were small enough (see Co)e =y

f'a. Data ag:eenent?ffr'g‘ﬁ’)}-ﬁ:*ﬂff _ fu;E‘ﬁ“*5

s

...».0.- - -

Data ag:eenent would’ -nicially ‘be reached following treaty :
signature and after ino’encntacion of the West's package of '~

- AS;OCI& e Measures. It would be recuired afterveach reductions O
' anche in order for the next tranche to °°°“r-;,g~v;;i‘ .

Tﬁis app:oach could be used with a variety of different f_va =k

nits of account. Clear £ could be used most’ e‘fectively R
with whatever unit of accoun. the intelligence community felt" R

23% pe-nitted acc"’ate ”intO’lng and uneouivocal verification.

.o Lo s el T u«"..’..‘o
- - . R

'”ﬁ Scaie and Phases of Reduccion3°’

-

The exact number of educ.ions tranches would depend
lacgely upon two factors: intelligence community monitoring .
‘reguirenments, and the need for the tranches to be relatively :
s=all so that in the event of shortfall of Eastern reductions
in a particular tranche (which would be exposed by subsequent
verification and would stop the reductions process),i'
would not be significantly disadvantaged militarily"ﬁf_

p. - Treacy Signature.'gf.fj_l,t{fﬁi‘[figfjfﬁﬁ;i

A ‘ornal MBFR trea“v setting forth the verification and .
ireductions process described above, and incorporating the other .
_,aipec.s of the Western draft treaty of 1982, would be signed in

Vienna and ratified by the Senate. (Given their experiences

with SALT II, the Soviets are highly unlikely to accept. .
anything short of ratification.) Signature would be followed
by ve:ification, data ag-eezent, and ‘the scaged reductions e
;n’ocess. T AL NS _.?__-“fax

»

. Inpact on WATO s abi’ity to 'esncnd to a ez isiS°"

. f-'\»_ R :“& : oy : -"'. . j ‘f;
- - Th s would not di-- r from che impac. of an- MBFR ag eenent ‘
under .he present Western position.

' LR CONPIDENTIAL Ceemar s st -
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- We would seek initial trilateral agreement on the . -
acceptability of this apprcach (the UK will doubtless regard it

as overadventrous,” the FRG as overconservative, -bit we might - -7

be able to get each to agree to this middle position to gu»zd ifT ?;

2jainst something "worse" Irom their perspectives). If such

agreenent was. forthcoming, we could either move directly to - .. ¢

introducg,thg proposal ia NATO, or carry out bilateral - -
-expioratlonqmyith'the Soviets and further trilateral . - L
evaluations ‘of their response (see B) prior.to discussion in. . .

‘ , . ussi DR
the Allzan¢?° . : T P .QE~;§f"“7

. e

B. Silateréfjind Huitil;;;a;l'Channel§: 5J‘%?A 7f;'753""l

e

~channels would depend upon the basic aims of our move. . If the ..
PTincipal goal was to give a high public profile to our desire
Lof progress in MBFR while forcing the Soviets to. go on record
as cpposing verification, we wculd want to move the proposal
vickly to the multilateral channel. If we Placed a higher =
.c%ug on seeking Soviet acceptance of this pPropesal, and -
initial soundings indicated genuine Soviet interest in it, we -
would wish to countinue with more extensive and explieit = o
bilateral contacts before going publie. e

< W}

- PO

C. Likely Soviet Response: T SRR

As mentioned above, it is impossible to ascertajim: . . - . .
accurately the degree of Soviet interest this proposal would - .
g*nerate, given our uncertainty as to what the Soviet bottom .'fsff i
line for an MBFR agreement is. .Any interest that was presemt '~ % .
would (as with other options) presumably be communicated ;uA?573”i

bilaterally: . The East could be expected to respond to.: ST
W 2kl 3 ' e . s j2 .£0:@ formal - -
Westerr tabling of a proposal along these lines by a statement: .
highlichting its supposed inequities and calling for the West . -
to agree to the current Eastern proposals. S A

R

. D. 'Implications for INF, CDE

- iSF deployments will certainly have taken place long before: =

this or any MBFR proposal could bear visible fruit. The - .
'Bctential usefulness of this move for smoothing the prbgreséio"
continued deployzments by highlichting Western commitment to ~-~~h~f
2I3s ccntrol would clearly cdepend in part on how much'intensity~f‘”-m

.the INT issue continued o Generate following initial - .

«epsiloyzents. Even if INT continues to be a contentious issue, -5 iF

.howqu:, it is unlikely <hat any move in a non-nuclear and . . .
Telatively Zorgotten arms control endeavour such as MBFR would:- . .-
z ave duch countervailing effect. S SR

| CONFIDENTIAL . - -, oo
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(Urdiun S¢ POSTPOUEMENT: OF “DATA ‘AGREEMENT  UNTIL' -= .
: AFCER INITIAL U.S.-SOQVIET REDUCTIONS -~ -

R e L T

: P v .
—.-—.-'.:,‘ v .. e i b TR e e WY T - .. N
banad . N e - N . ‘-'&.‘ - .. -

Description - -

| DT N B ) V
The sides would negotiate an interim agreement of limi L
Ay s o . LTI - - ~ ! limited -
duration covering: - initial U.S.-Soviet reductions, a freeze period
during which’ force'data/information would be exchanged-and verified:
tc the satisfaction of both sides, and a declaration of intent Lo

e

sign a formal treaty on reductions to parity on the ba ' R
L ~ - asis of -
verified (agreed) data. Details of the verification.measuresttg B

be,implgmentgd at each stage would be agreed. o

e
.

' This interim agreement would include Ehéffélio;iné}fcinés;ﬁ.;:

1. . Initial US/Soviet reductions would be éomplétedféithiﬁ7sﬁé ;hS

year. ~The US would withdraw 13,000 and the Soviets 30,000. The Us" 

and USSR would exchange lists of the units/personnel to be withdrawn.

,Ex§t/entry goints would be established for U.S.-Soviet forces.

2. F°116“in9 ¢°mPlétion'of'these initial reductions S
- : ‘ i - uctions, th ~
_would agree not to increase the collective level of their'milgtiides

PO

manpower in the area of reductions for a period of 18 months. . % .

- A. At thg beginning of this period}‘
in-ormation on their forces existing in the area according to the -

“following format: (this would be AM-6, i.e., information and datancﬁf

structure down to battalion/regiment level, including
strengths of units). - . o . RS

-~ -

veoL.
- - .

'B.. At the beginning of this period,’
entry points with observers (AM-5); on-site inspections . 2 i

: .- . . . LA e . S ANM-4. e ieie
prior notification of miiitary movements into aiéa (hM;3§;'7;%;“
.,consultgg;yg commission would also be established.,: . - - .

' C. The sides would have 18 months fd conf1¥£;

the'sidéé;wodléJp:béidgﬂ?

numerical . -l

’  ' the ‘sides would alss .
- Put 1nto effect the following verification»measures:_permanentlexgtfl

. s

through the -

- AMs and national means, that the data/information provided under , .. -

AM-6 was accurate. Questions could be raised in the consultative = -

commission.

- . D. If,.at the end of this 18-month period, the sides wawa .
satis{ied that the information provided by eagh sidé wg: §é§§§a22”9v- :
Ehe sides would sign and ratify a formal treaty covering reductions . -
tO Parity within three years., All AMs would be in effect during the -
tihree vears and for the duration of the treaty. . The amount’of'eachs"‘

:side's reductions would be specified in the t
= , reaty based o
force 'data agreed at the end of the freeze‘period¥ R ,q-ghg~'

e ~
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- Scale and Phases of Reductlons

| obligations would be . voxded

:'mxght te appropriate. The xnterzm agreement would go into effect_:”

- Foreign Ministers or Heads of State,

yearo L ) v - ',. ] T, -' ) -e. s ae el “.?‘.',.:

Vetif1cation Measures

-t PR oA .A-e~~"~" ————
B R AR S o U i & ____‘

Ao If, at the end of that la-month perxod, e1ther si&e

'(throogh procedures agreed by the consultative commission) declared

itself not satisfied that the information provided was accurate, all

e s mmm el eEme T e T i

3. The sides would continue to work out the details of the
treaty on reductxons to parity durlng the 30~month duratxon of this
J.nterz.m agreement. ok i : . -

0
-
T A —1.-.‘--
SR

PR i el )

T*eatv ngpature and Other Modalxties

' The undetstandzng described above would be worked out by the
delegations and would provide the basis for an interim agteement._:»‘
There is flexibility on the actual form of the interim agreement.:
An executive agreement of limited duration (30 months), signed by
Foreign Ministers or Beads of State of all direct participants,

upon- szgnature.

a-s c. -

~If the sxdes agreed to proceed with reductxons to parity, that-
agreement would be a formal treaty to be ratified according to the
constitutional procedures of each state. Szgnature could be by ----- _1;

After the lnxtxal understandxng is szgned-

. . == The U.S. would withdraw 13,000 troops and the USSR uould 'Uré,
withdraw 30,000 troops. wlthdrawals would be completed_vithxn qne il

- . - .

-4 - - - a, & =L, . - t -

b - L "'. - sl Tl 3 .. Tl .._,, Y
) : N . e z.

- X

- After these reductxohé, nexther 51de would xncrease the,
collective level of its military manpower. Thzs freeze period
would last 18 months. _ _ o \ .-*'.::~rrra S

1f, after this 30-month perlod, the sxdes decide to sign the
treaty, then, after treaty *atlfxcatxon.

-- The sxdes would take the specified amounts of reductions' .
leading to the establishment of the agreed common collective: ceilings.
These reductions would be- completed within three years.~' -

; -
2 -

i i i : . ,, vt
The Verlflcatlon measures to accompany each oE the reduction R
steps. would be specified in the interim agreement. Thus, before any -

“Yeductions were taken, the sides would agree that.»

SECRET
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' - Weste o of the treaty, it-must be presumed
recuired for Western acceptance of the treaty, 1t must .
thzt the East generally intends to comply with thelrx legal obligations..

- Dufinglthé"initial U.S.-Soviet reductions phase:.and the freeze
peried, it might be argued that the East would have less incentive
to comply since the obligations undertaken would not be in treaty =

“crm. They might be willing to take greater risks at marginal —

cheating. However, since the interim agreement is of limited durationgjf:
‘the East might consider €he risk of detection too great. There ig a . ..

_risx that the East will not»provide.accurate'da;a/infotmation under

AM-6, but that risk exists with the current Western draft treaty and -~}

its requirement for agreed cata prior to‘reducpions. It could-be;g_;
argued that the risks were less under this Option 3 since we wogldz-fﬁl
not have to abrogate a treaty in the event of Eastern non-compliance. ..
There 'is inherently some risk of Eastern cpeatxng, but large-s9ale:7
cheating or misreporting should be a§cgrta§nable,_espegially since
this option provides}an‘la—month;verlflcatzon perzod{Af - -

© pata Agreement“ E -'-f'; "X,”ff“f  “"”’715,7*73 ;€;a

The interim agreement wculd specify that, at the beginning of .

the freeze period, the sides would exchange information on their e
sorces in the area at that time, according to an agreed format. - - *
That format (Associated Measure 6} would be described in the interim-
agreement. The sides would then.have,la months tovchgck ogt Fhe_ .
accuracy of the information provided.- T SR

The~enhénced Associated Measure 6 provides that information s
would be given on force structure down to battalion level, and . -

would irnclude numerical strengths of the units. Thus, instead of?'gf%%cf
‘data agreement solely on the basis of aggregate totals of manpower .. .
as under our current draft treaty, data agreement would be based - - oo

on force structure which is more compatible with our own national.’
means of monitcring Eastern'forces.;_Also,‘uplike our current .- .
draft treaty where we are essentially demanding Eastern agreement!
to our current data, under Option 3 and the enhanced Associated ..

Measure 6, we would ke determining the accuracy or non-accuracy of
the specific information provided by the East unde;.Assocxgtgélwgf
Measure 6. . . . o - - oL ..

o

- .

Possible Negoiiatino Strategy

-,Consultations with Allies

_ If this option were selected, we would first call a U.S.-U.K.-

FRG trilateral meeting to coorfinate positions. Such a meeting.. - - -

could be held in December; altermatively, the three could reach . - . -
agreembnt cn the margins of the December 8~-9 NATO Ministerial,

Although the FRG prefers minimal linkage among the three steps and = -

& wanted .a NATO. initiative phrased in terms of statements of principle’.. ..
rather than as .a new proposal for an agreement as this option is =

SECRET = - - . o~ Pl il
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-- For the initial U.5.-Soviet ¢ithdTawals: o the U.S. and USSR
would exchange lists of the fcrces to be'withdradﬁ?hixgtiénin& USJ&
polnts would be established through which all withdrawals angyall-"

. U.S. and Soviet forces entering would pass; non-interference with :
NTM. These“verification measures would"be in effect for the lZ-mOnéh -
durgt}on gf';he withdrawal stage. (Commant: The pﬁtpose of the
verification measures. would be to verify the withdrawals and to
monitor U.S..and Soviet force levels) ~ =~ . .. B

i
.

== For‘the freeze period: at the beginning of the er!
the sides would provide the information c% its%orcés§:x§:§§§§ E:Ficd :
. the area according to the previously agreed format, and the following
Te. }verxglcayxon;measures would go into effact: exit/entry'points S Ql‘
-~~~ cn=-slte inspection, prior notification of movements intd'aréa;'Aiﬁ‘-V“i
;+ ~These verification measures would last for the 18-month duration of - - .
the freeze period. (Ccmment: The purposes of the verification s
measures would be to confirm the data/information provided and to
confirm/ update our data base for Eastern forces). . - . . .

’

% v . : . . : e LT T s v
- o == For reductions to parity: If the treat {s ‘signed, all .

. verification measures woulé@ go {nto effect uponz;itiziggzgéﬁaiéd"'{f ,
g woald continue for the duration of the treaty. (Comment:  The N
u - purpose of the verificaticn measures would be to monitor and \r'e:":i'"i.ﬁrhf"y‘T'~'—~
. ~reductions and maintenance of the common collective ceilings,) o
e - aAssessment of effectiveness. For the freeze period and faor =~ = -
o reductlcns'tg parity uncer the treaty, if signed, zhe égf:2§i§2§§ss?ﬂ*i
- of the verification measures would be the same as for the curreat.. .. .-
i Western draft treaty. - = T e e TR
L For the initial U.S.-Soviet reductions, the measures noted * = . -
Uy . - -would be adequate to confirm the withdrawals and to ke:;$t2::;d6f7-iﬂ"§
A U.S.-Soyzet,force movements for the purpose of monitoring U.S FHE
zi, . 3nd Soviet force levels. The absence of on-site inspection fop ..+ -
i#»:  this period, of one year would have only marginal effect on HEWE

ability to monitor the obligations hhdertakenif"'v'EF?*:~+*°%F;¥.

= ‘,‘\ ~

Likelihood of Soviet acceotance/compliance. The likelihood =

of the East accepting Western verification measures would be .. .

- somewhat enhanced under this option (compared to the current West”"fif
drafe treaty) since the West would have met the East part wa on i;n'if
reductions issues of Eastern interest. However, given the r:gcmi1.‘etu§n.t:‘"T

for da;a agreement (and its presumption of large asymmetrical .- .
reductions) prior-to the treaty on reductions to parity, it remainéf'ff
unlikely that the East would accept this Option as is, = —. . . &

For the treaty on reductians to'parity}iihe likells 3 bf St

g~ : : ’ . . j g . : °°d Of s .
o fﬁ_mplzance with cbligaticns would be the same as for the currentov_eFHE
Tt wWestern draft treaty. It can be expected that the East will take a~
. very narrow interpretation of their obligations and that there will . .

%5§yx\ép§rdisputes,; However, if the East did agree to the data agreement - -

e,
; . - . _ . . .- .. . . e i
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now st uctured they would probably support thvs-optlcn W1thQLu ‘S
" significant change. The U.K. prefers not to make any initiative on
data and would prefer their own Opthn if a data initiative were
‘deemed desirable.  _The U.X. would resist this ootzon, but if the o
U.S. and FRG ‘were to insist on it, the U. K. would—probably acqufesce =
but would probably suggest changes.~ ' . S

Once the U. S., uU. K. and FRG aqreed ko a roordlnated posxtlon,

we would introduce this optlon into NATO for Allied approval. - Most
" of our Allies support making a data initiative, so there would -
probably be little difficulty in gaining Allied acceptance. 1If the '
cption were introduced into NATO by the end of this year, guidince
to the Ad Hoc.Group could probably be agreed in time to table the -
inxtxat.ve at the beglnnlng of next round, whxch begins January 26.

2R e Sy -

1(_- - . IS e PR

Mthllateral and Bilateral Channels =~ f ff‘Fiﬁ"-’ "ff‘*?‘fjﬁ

. a prmmary purnose of Optlon 3 is to neutrallze Eastern pressure
. on reductions issues so that we can engage in detailed discussion of
data/verification. We should pursue this objectzve both in the
farmal negotlatxons and in bilateral channels.

} 84 thxs Optlon were seleceed, we should not let the current o j?i
‘negaotiating round end without bilateral contact. We want the ’ :
Soviets to continue to give attention to verification issues duf:ng-
the recess. We should therefore indicate that we will have a
constructive response to their February/June proposals next round
and that we then expect them to be prepared to engage in detaxled
discussion of verification. Once the initiative is tabled in ¥z -
Vienna, we would pursue such discussions with the Soviets, ptlmarily
in Vienna, with the objecrive of pressing the East to accept the
substance as well as the prxncxple of our verlfxcatxon measures.

In the ‘formal negotL tions, we may want to; establish workxng
groups to work on asscciated measures and reductions’ issues, which.. Y
would permit us to manage the interface between the bilateral and * ﬁ‘
multilateral channel by directing formal Allied discussions on Q'
‘verification issues, thus ensuring that the bllateral channel does
not get too far ahead of the Allies. : :

leely Sovxet Resnonse

. Despite the fact that this ontlon would not meet several o
important Soviet interests (it does not accept mutual example cuts,LE
it retains the requirement for agreed data at a later stage), the

 Soviets would welccme the data move as -a step in the right direction.
‘The Soviets will protatly attempt to use Western interest in o
- ‘@iscussion of verificaticn issues as leverage to gain Western -~ ' .
K concesszons on reducelors xssues, e.g., on armaments.’ - ~'~~'
v Nevertheless, it would seem that the Soviets would agree tg
more. detazled discussion of data/verzf*cat*on issues. They have .

crrnom




iR ~ - z - —
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. further if the West would respond to their overall-proposals. The .
fact that the Soviet Military Representative has, apparently, taken
personal initiative in furthering our data/verification discussions
- indicates that such Soviet statements have at least sonme backing in
o the Scviet Defense Ministry and thus’ some potentialifor development.
: - Where such discussions might lead is uncertain: prchbly not

to an agreement, since we would still face the problem of asymmetrical

reductions even if the Spviets were to make further concessions on ”

e verificationy " But detailed discussions of data/verification, - SR
. . especlally on our enhanced Associated Measure 6, could only be useful |
i to us. C - = o . C e T e

et .

S I£ the Soviets walk out of INF, our Allies will probably be =~ -
, 7. anxicus to step up activity in other amms control forums, including9
© (and perhaps especially) MBFR, to underline the fact that the West -
. remains flexible on arms control. 1In any case, INF discussions will
 probably be resumed sometime next year, one way or another, and the - .
R Allies will continue to be concerned that the overall Westernm. o
- negotiating posture be positive and credible. A Western MBFR. - -
‘initiative along the lines of this option would meet these interests;

. N - s

ST ‘It is in the U.S. interest to keep CDE focused on confidence— '
s - building measures and to avoid discussion of force reductions in

I that 35-nation forum. MBFR remains the only forum we have for . . - .
Gor acdressing force reductions as an-.Alliance and in a NATO-Warsaw Pact’ ' |
+; - context, Even those of our Allies who share-our view that MBFR is - .
.« the preferred forum for force reductions equally want to ensure thaﬁ ?’

such discussions remain active in one forum or another. Continued . -
stalemate in MBFR will encourage our Allies to look to CDE for that . .
purpose. This option wculd spark useful activity in MBFR and would .
bolster NATO's public posture on arms control. - U O P

»

\
N

‘Impact on NATO's Abilitv to Respond to Crisis®

NMATO military studies of the Western 1979 package of asscciated
measures concluded: that the package could assist NATO political - "
decision-making in time of crisis, since a violation of an associated
measure would add to NATO's warning indicators and information about .
Warsaw Pact intentions. The alert activity exception to Associated . °

- Measure One, and the Wesinrn requirements for negotiated exceptions .
to the common ceiling were designed to protect NATO mobilization/
reinforcement capability in a crisis. A L o

~This option does not change the substance of the Westérn.pacﬁégef

- 0Z associated measuxes (it does delay implementation of on-site . . . -

~inspection and exchange of information for cne year) or the Western
position on alert activities or exceptions. - Therefore, t "

. , _ . » the assessment
RN £ this option's impact-on NATO's ability to respond in-a cri;isf}A_wf

e

= "7Sshould be the same as for the current Western draft treaty. .

3

.
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: 1 have to be monitored and controlled care ‘ully regardless: '

of whet rer this ootlon is osen or the curren: Western _
~position is maintained. C\ckce of this onelon would not altep
. the curreat f-amewo;s of tna* zssue._q
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‘ WASHINGTON
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October 29, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR THE vICE PRESIDENT

THE SECRETARY OF STATE

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT anp BUDGET

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE :

THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

THE DIRECTOR, ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

THE AMBASSADOR TO THE NEGOTIATIONS ON MUTUAL AND ,
BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS i

SUBJECT: Mutual ang Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) (U)

elaboration ang movement concerning the East's Proposed
verification lmeasures. At the Same time, the President has
directed that the Senior Armg Control Policy Group, working with
the Interdepartmental Group (I1G) on NATO Conventional Forces and
Arms Control, will review alternatjive MBFR options ang possible
hegotiating Strategies for the future, Tasking for this review

warrant consideration, (C)
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.Jnder each such option, the analysis should clearly delineate, for
each of the following elements, its specific content, when
agreement would be reached on it, and when it would be implementeqd
relative to the other elements: (1) Verification Measures, (2) g
Data Agreement, (3) Reductions, and (4) Treaty Signature or other : :
modalities. (s)

The discussion of Verification Measures sho include an
(i>é§§§ssmeni\gf their effectiveness and of th ikelihood of Soviet

acceptance and compliance. The discussion of Data Agreements
should incIude, whé?E“Eﬁpropriate, a review of relative merits of
2 different units of account., The discﬁ§sion*6?7Reductions‘should
" Include scale and phases for such reductions. The discussion of
Treaty Signature modalities should include specifics on the timing
and on diplomatic level of the signatories involved (e.q.,
Ambassador, Secretary of State). (s)

The discussion of possible negotiating strategies for each option
should include:

- An assessment of the impact of proposed Provisions and timing
of each option upon other arms control negotiations,
particularly CDE and INF.

multilateral fora, to include means for pressing for movement
in the Soviet position and estimates concerning the likely
Soviet reaction to each option.

‘- A strategy for dealing with the East in bilateral and

- A plan for conSulting with our NATO Allies, particularly the
UK and the FRG, to include consideration of different Allied

NATO's ability to reach pPolitical decisions on reinforcement
and/or mobilization in a crisis. (s)

The work outlined above is to be completed by the IG by November 18
for review by the Senior Arms Control Policy Group. (U)—-

FOR THE PRESIDENT:

Rpbert C. Mc
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

;" o Executive Registry
k January 10, 1984 , .
.RANDUM FOR - . y 2o LI, 9
ﬂ"!r. Donald Greggq .

'l Assistant to the Vice President

Ms. Jacqueline Tillman
Executive Assistant to the
for National Security Affairs United States

Representative to the United:

Nations
. Executive Secretary

|

|

| Mr. Charles Hill
t'hbpartment of State

BG George A. Joulwan
Executive Assistant to the

T'Col.(P) John Stanford Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

N
?.Bxecutive Secretary

.Department of Defense Mr. William B. Staples

Executive Secretary

+ Dr. Alton Keel Arms Control and Disarmament Agency -

.. ABsociate Director for National Security
i and International Affairs

Ambassador Morton Abramowitz
, Office of Management and Budget

Chief Negotiator
Mutual and Balanced Force

Mr. Thomas B. Cormack Reductions

t xxecutive Secretary
Cpntraligntelligence Agency

T & 3.7 'NSC Meeting on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) -~ Friday,
. .. January 13, 1984 (C) _

éiﬂftachedwisan interagency discussion paper providin

-~ Options “for-use at the National Security Council meeting to be held in the
ifﬁﬁtggkﬂqgse Cabinet Room on Friday, January 13, 1984, at 11:00 _a.m, -.-(S).

q’;b'&ef L

Robert M
UL Executive Secretary
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,In his cecisions of October 14 and October 29, 1983, the Presi-
t directed that the Senior Arms Control Policy Group; working
. with the Interdepartmental Group (IG) on NATO Conventional Forces

< and Arcs Control, review alternative MBFR options and possible

;4 Degotiating strategies for the future. The attached papers, which - 1
v include fleshed-out options and a revised verxfxcatlon annex, . S
.-respond to thxs tasvlno o R SO

‘
3

~ . "‘:

‘Statur of the Legotlatlons ST 'a"ﬁff7?* : .fﬁé~“

The Precxdent has dec:icded that US policy for the current MBFR -
negotiations is that both a data agreement and a comprehensive NATO .
" verification package are ecssertial prerequisites for a treagy -
: szgnature and for any initial US-Soviet recductioms. I B

v ———— " " .

A Erern e

Lurinc the current necctiatiny round in Vierna, the West has
contin;e; to press its approach to reductions, verification and
cata. ne West has explained its-rationale and has proposed
. possxole nocdalities for focusing further discussion on verification
in order to make progress where such progress is possible.

TN e

e e e e AL DU,

Trne East has pressec hard for a "constructive" Western response’*'
to the Zraf: treaty it tablea in Vienna-on June 23, 1983, and to ite
lier proposals of frebvrvary 17, 1983 calling for US/Soviet nutual -
~rle reductiors, a freeze, ané reductions to parity without' rrlor y
gata acreement. The hes ern Ad Hoc Group assessment of the -Eastern
-.draft treaty states, "On balance the draft moves the East scmebhat
~closer to the western concept of an MBFR agreement, especially with
“regc:d tc verifiakble parity. However, the draft does not provide
> assurarces that the kast will actually take the asymmetrical
eductzors needec to reach parzt), and 1ts p:oposed ver1f1catlon
neasures are Stlll 1naoequa;et

— R : . ,"' . : e aen e
Coe . EER A

Rl o

'

A On October 25, in an unexpected move, Eastern representa-
‘tives presented a significant modification in their position by : :
- proposing that the sides exchange plans for inviting observers to™ .+ -
“the reductions of the most significant contingents and include in =+
_the plans information on the rumerical strength, nationality,
dcs1gnetlon and location of those contingents. This proposal _
’“*”noolfles the East's earlier opposition to any numerically specified
.reductions to equal levels ana to any real numerical verification of
':those reductions. This new Eastern pecsition ensures that observa-
tion of reductiors vill take place on a predictabnle basis and not
solely at the invitation of the reducing side.

"-','-'.m 'T:vf\-vﬁ:xr B AU AR, O
1
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Having made those moves, the East has taken the position that
.y further moves are now up to the West, and the East will take no
Oore initiatives in the absence of a Western tesponse**-Sov1et
representatives have taken the same position in bilateral discus-
slons with us, regardxng the US probe on . verzflcatzon wh1ch was
launched in’ June. =0 ' : . :

g

A A recent delegatxon assessnent of the current 51tuatxon in the
: negotiations makes the following points: - "In looking at, the new
Eastern position, we should consider whether we can take advantage
ot the opportunltles provicded by these concessions to bring the East
i still further towards US MEFR objectlves. For example, the East's
: willinaness to specify the 'bulk' of reductions could provide an '
openiny to intrcduce specific nurbers -=- .which the Soviets have heen
resisting for years =-- into the reduct1on and monitoring process.
Lastern mcves cn verification provide possitilities for pxnnlng Gown
the Soviets more firmly on an effective verification system in MBFE.

-

"Actually taking advantage of these opportunities is another
ciestiorn. Eastern representatives have told us that having
} eser.ted these new proposals and having answered Western questions,
they will make no further moves in the absence of a Western
cocunterproposal. V¥hile this poszt1on ‘could' change, it seems to us
unlikely to do so for some tire.’ - SO o

1""’* ha it It

. The delega'lon has also callec attention, as. has USLATG, to
growing Gifferences anong the Allies on MBFR necotiating policy. .
The delegation assessment states, "As we perceive it from here, the.
Germars, Dutch, Canadians and Nordics feel that the US and UK are
too rigid and are assunint’ *oc defensive a posture in this nego-

y tiation. They are also concerned that the East has substantially :

enhanced its posture not only in the MBFR negotiations but pub11c1y,

. .. and that this could dlmlnlsh the credlbllxty’of ‘the West's overall .

arms control posture in wWestern puolzc op1nlon. - These. Kllies are Gl

looking to the US for a lead and to NATO for a new posxtlon. kWhile:
this has not yet becone a major issue, it is percolating at senior
governnent levels, particularly in Canada (Trudeau's Guelph speech), '
the Netherlands, and Gerrany..... It also appears likely that the

Alliance posture on MBFR will be raised at the NATO Ministerial

neeting."”

-y~ I

1n addition, Chancellor Kohl has written to the President,
Fleading for a new Western initiative in the negotiations along the
lines of the FRG approach. ‘

OEtions

Acainst thig vackgrounc, the MBFR ICG has examined a range of
.th:o".s. which are briefly sunmarized below. As a benchzark for -
c

oxparison, the current hestern pos1t1on in MEFR is sunﬂarzzed fzrst.

i L. e
"'I1 C . . ot

crpDEY . e o
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Conmon to all the options is the need, following a US‘dec13f6n;
'coordu)ate our position first with the UK and FKRG trilaterally,
=2n with the other Allies in NATO. S .:Etr-v_ )

All options are compatible with further work on associated
measures including an enhanced Measure 6 on exchange of 1nforma.ion.
which the delecatzon proposed in connectxon with Opt1on Three.

- la

Current Positlon"' e : :

The curtentvwestefn position. embodied in the d*&ftvtfea.yf N
tabled on July. 8, 1982, envisages the tolloulng sec ‘ence of steps._"_

-- Agree on data (i.e., current totals for NATC and Warsau PactAi
military manpower in Central Europe). : T

-- Agree cn size of reductions to parity, at about 700 000.
ground personnel and 900,000 ground and air personnél combxned. on .
cach side. :

-~ hgree on verification measures (a package of seven -
veritication and confidence-building measares is contaxned in Annex
11 tc the wWestern draft treaty).

‘ -- Sign ar.d ratify MBFP treaty. “ ' B

-- Implerent verification measures and reductions.

~-- US reduces 13,000 ground personnel in f1rst stage,:USSR
reduces 30, 000. ' , . - -

-- All oxrect part1c1pants reduce 1n three subseqLent stages

.-.'~\ -
i -

-~ Reeuctzcns to be completed WI;hln seven'

-

Cr.sion One: Retain the cerrent app*oach requlrinc agreement on data

- .

ani a veci1fication package as prereguisites for treaty signature anaf
initial US-Soviet reductions. :

Under this option a short-term and a long-term approach are
suggested. Both essentially retain the principles of the current
approach as defined by its sequence of steps. The longer-term
approach, however, suggests fundamertzl modifications to elements of
: MBFP position and, therefcre, requires a conprehersive study of
s ra~ifications. The short-tern prcposal is designed to press the
st for further movement on verification and to serve as a response -

the latest Eastern proposais, while avoiding conflict with ..
nger-range possibilities. :

00 & o

.’-‘ Yoo ()
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' Near-term Proposals : o ,‘;

T i : PRt I ) f:

Alternatxves under this approach all requxre redraftxng the R

current verification annex to the West's draft treaty, especially : :
xmprovxng our exchange of information measure, but accepting part of

the East's language for other measures where possible. Alternative L

presentations: follow-. o - AT, g

! S

o

-- present new draft verification annex (this would respond to. igjkqfi
Fastern claim that we have not modified our position since 1979, but’ °
would risk reject1on of the whole based on reference to unacceptable"
parts); :

i, Deolassmed |n Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 CIA- RDP86BOO420R000801640001 2 R
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-- preseﬂt uoa1f1ed elerents of the annex (thls woul‘= pro-ong.
discussion and perhaps provide more negotzat1ng flexibility to S
engage the Fzst in discussion of mocalities of specific reasnres) s

-- propose a joint drafting exercise on verification provisions
(this would probably aprear to be the most positive form of respcnse
and might elicit greater mcvement by the East, but might be taken by
sore as a sxgnal that the sides were nuch closer than they are).

Lcncer—term Proposals

The folloulng pro,us.-:ls require study for possible adoption in.
he long-term:... - - - L TR
-- change fron nannower to force structure (or other unxt of

account) in our data discussion and for spec1f1catzon of reductxons
and limitat lons. . _ S , T e

o~

-4 exerc:se purpcse

- modzfy our poszt1on on the reduct1on'of armaments.

-~ examine the staging of reduct1ons. 1ncludrng conslderatlon of
more significant initial reductions, reaching pa-lty quicker, and
possible inclusion of other non-indigenous forces in initial

PduCtIODS'

-- agree with Allies prior to treaty szgnature on a set of
Graduated, automatic responses to low-level warning events.

Option Two: Postpone data acreenent until after treaty szonature.
but before reducticns: then recuce to parity

. This option envisages the following seguence:

~-- Agree on parity goal.

-—-- e o
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.—— Agree oOnN verification measures proposed by the West.

- -

Sign and ratify MBFR treaty. = =T 7T T T '-*é..*“:. LR

-~ Inple ent the ver1f1cat10n measures.‘

-- Agree on data.f > -

- - . ~

- Agree on ‘size of reductions to par1ty.

-- Imp;erent reducticns 1n stages, thh verlflcatxon of resxdual ‘
vels fcllowing each stage. E : o . :,;;£

Lzulun Tarees Pc creerert until after initial US-Sovietr :'
PRGN [ PR . <
BETR S - , .

<

&
.L1crns (lLead on

\:1s option ervisages the fcllcwing seguence: '

(1) Agree on verification mezsires proposed by kest. 1nc1ud:rg
fcrra: for the excriange of 1niorwra tion (Associated Measure 6), anc -
on seguence for recuctions and inplementing verification measures

.
e o s

(2) Acree on an interim agreerent of 30 non~hs duration

, ntae.ning tre fol owing points: - “-'_:.“ ;t“:,, : T”JJ;: :
: ‘ -- Initla; LS €oviez recuctions c“l?.,_(:_'l430 0(.-" hlt.. ‘exit c-'-:rz_:

: points, to ke -orpleted with 12 months.- S S

-~ Fcllowing these recuctzons. a non-increase comnitment on
ccllective level of each sice's manpower for per1od of 18 mcnth

') ) )
| -- ht beginning of freece, sices would provzde 1nfor.a 10» on
fcrees accordlng to Associatec Measure 6 format._
nil verificaticn reasures te conflrm 1nforra ion:::

-~ nfter 18-nonth freeze, if sides satlsfled that force
G~ + 1~nformation provided wis accurate, sides would proceeé to sigr.
e }atx‘y formal treaty COVerlng reductions to parity in three
years, with amount of each sicde's reductions specified in treaty
based on the agreed data and with all verification measures in _
effect from outset. 1f sides not satisfied that data/infcrration is
correct, all obligations woulcd be voided.

(3) Siar. and irplement this Irnterir agreement (initial ‘
rezuctions ancé freeze). | | o

AP -

{ (4) Continue necotﬁa" crne cr. ¢raft treaty.

(5) 1f cdeta acreemer.t reezched by enc of l16~-ror.th fireeze perxod. o
ﬁ si1cn ané ratify treaty orn rec: :ctions to parity in .:
é 3 years. ' ‘_ L - .

(69 Implerent treaty recuctions to parity.

| Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 : CIA-RDP86B00420R000801640001-2
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gn C-t1cn:  Postpone data agreement until after initial US-Soviet
.._j__}:_‘nons on basis of mutual exarple. N

[y -

This cption envisages the fcllowing sequence:

-- US and 'USSR agree on size of initial US-Soviet reductions,
nt withdraw thes on kasis of mutuzl example, through designated
Lamanent exxt/en ry pc‘nts. : B,

.o R : . . A

.

- - icllcuinc these re*actlons, the sides would enter inte = .

crically spec1f1eo cormritments not toO increase collectzve level -
1 -~anpcwer, based either or agreed cata or on no: -agreed cata s
jrcvided ty each sice provided agreement reached con- all verzflca’loh

reascres g-ozosed ty Lest. L[uretior, oi this co":trent 11'1tec te:
specif.ed ti '

-~ 1f cifes satisfied that Cata agreerent has been reached..
vifes would sign and ratify a treaty cr reductions tc parity, with
resucr:ons specifiec based on the agreed data, alonag lines of
current wWestern Craft treaty. - )

. wotaon:  Peostpone date acreerent urtil after large US-S oviet
n“ase 1 kecuct.ons. : C

T .is option ‘envisaces the tcilowinc secuerce: - .
-- hgcree con size of "minimcn” US Kc.g., 25,000) arng S*V'e‘ T
(e.g., 60,00L0) reuuctlors. o . ' - ,tjl

-~ rcree on'reszuaal ceiiings for LS (about 200 000) esd UbSF
{abovt 4CQO, 000).;

s“.' - -

-~ hgree on. verlf cation reasires kes_ has proposed.
R D R Z"" 'n.t.r -".. ot L 7 . .'.'_ )

-- Sign and ratify agreenent.

. -

-~ Irplement these reductions anc ver1f1catlon Peasures.

-- hcreerent that these ceilings hac been reached would provz-e
qreed cata base.

-- &~ii direct participants would enter into "mutual political
i .atment” nct to take actions which wculd underrmine the objective
¢l parity, fo: fixed duraticn, during which agreement might be
reached orn data anc¢ the process fcor reluctions to parity. -

-- I{ agreerent rezched on date. sign and ratify ané izplerent”
treaty on recuctions to parity, cirilar tc Western draft trea:y.

. ‘ o coo
T - - M .

WANG 3 257¢P - ' ' o

K
it
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‘ [OPTION:TI\. POSTPONZMENT OF DATA AGREEMENT - . |
UNTIL AETER TREATY SIGNATURE, 3UT BEFORE "REDUCTIONS:

TEEN REDUCTIONS TO PARITY

Comme LD e C o emmieme L _em
.. Description of Ootion: : ST

This option is would establish a sequence of: treaty
ignature, verification, data agreement, then reduction in
tages, with.further verification and agreement on force levels .
~fore each stage. ts rationale is that it would: (i) answer
Soviet charges that the West seeks information on its force 4. L R
levels without being willing to commit itselfl to reductions or. - L
to use inflated intelligence figures to pursue unfdir - - S 5{
advantage; (ii) if rejected by the Soviets, place them on the - f;”

o
§

g

&}

record as ooposing verification; and (iii) 1f accepted, permit . © | |
-esolu-ion of the data dispute through actual observation, RS i
wnile (iv) providing the West with a means of halting the i
reductions process at the £irst indication of Soviet

non-compliance. S L E ﬁ
' : o

A. Verification: L e _ §}%
The West's full packeye uf Associated Measures would be = . !a;

;

accepted by the East prior to treaty signature, and would be a - A
srecondition for such signature. They would be formally AR
dified in the treaty, which would (except for postponement of -
ta agreement and likely modification in the number of ‘
reductions phases) be the 1982 Western draft treaty.

Iinplementation would begin after treaty signature and
vafore reductions, and would continue in stages during the .
reductions process (see C. below). Agreement on residual force-: .
levels would be required prior to each reductions tranche.

[ 4

i

|

1

This option does not in any way diminish the effectiveness % !
~¢ sve Wast's verification package. As with the current o ;
sern approach, the EZast would be committed by treaty to the . “43“
:cation measures, and would know that any impediments = - QL
in the way of imclementation would prevent all progress. b
s reductions. While initial implementation would precede
creement, Western data could de facto remain the N

-

3

Seseline, as we would te under no obligaticn to proceed with
reductions unless we were satisfied with the results of the
initial verification, and we could set our own standards for
"weing satisfied”. h
As with all MBFR-octicns, the basic difficulty in assessing
sccen-ability is uncertainty about ultimate Soviet willingness
‘o councenance any acreezent leading to a parity outcome. This
Cotion does, howeveI answer Soviet charges that we seek to
chrain information on their force structure without making any
-eal commitment to reductions. ~We would in effect be offering.

. a— -t T e O PG P

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 : CIA-RDP86BOO420ROOO801640001-2

.
s i



Declassmed in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 : CIA-RDP86B00420R000801640001-2

- -l o b raS, \-UI-AUA -k WA A U&l&.x
;zn inplementaticen™ o--satzshactc*y_yerlglcatxon measures
lealing to data agreezent. Whether this would ‘be more
41’ atable to the Soviets than our current position is
:mvertaia, but it could ha:zdly be less so. At any rate, Soviet
‘:'rr ‘2czions of this pronosal would represent a propaganda
s1a!fall for us, as it wculd enable us to point out that here, ~
as in other aras Ccnt:?l wsdaeavours, a basic stumbling block is }
Suvlet unwilliugness to cept eifective verification. The . ;
!iknLlnﬂod of Soviet conpliance again depends ultimately ‘upon
Guecertalin Soviet object{ves 3ut since satisfactory compliance
would be a prerequisite fo~ each stage of reductions,
;hadequabe compliance would simply halt the reductions process '
thout placing the West in a disadvantageous posxtlon, 1£ the
eeduc ions tranches weare small enough (see C.). -

v

)-4 r‘z

e e et e b o

3. Data agreement: R _ 3
[ - . g A
Data agreement would _nltla’ly be reached followlng treaty
;aztuze and after iaplenentation of the West's package of .
Asnociate Measures. It wculd be reguired aftereach reductions
trancne in order for the next tranche to occur.

This approach could be used with a variety of different i
units of account. Clearly, it could be used most effectively j
with wnatever unit cf account the intelligence community felt |
gt fecmitted accurate monitoring and unequivocal verification.

‘f.‘. Scaie and Phases of Reductions:

The exact number cf reductions tranches would depend
lazgely upon two factors: intelligence community monitoring
reguirenments, and the need for the tranches to be relatively
szall so that in the event of shortfall of Eastern reductlons'

% a particular tranche (which would be exposed by subsequent °
f-ca;lOn and would stop the reductions process),ﬁthe West

D. Treaty Signature: 'i‘ o o Tff-. 1

setting forth the verification and

A formal MBFR treaty
reductions process described above, and incorporating the other
aspects of the Western draft treaty of 1982, would be signed in
Vienna and ratified Ly the Senate. (Given their experiences
with SALT II, the Soviets are highly unlikely to accept
anything short of ratification.) Signature would be followed
oy verification, data agreement, and the staged reductions

Drocess.
J. <Impact on NATO's ability to respond to a crisis:
‘ This would not differ from the impact of an MBFR agreement

tnder the present Western position.

CONFIDENTIAL
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A Consultatlons Wwith the Alliesf'fcizzﬁ?"ﬂf Tlrse

—_

We would seek initial trilateral agreement on the
‘cce-o tability of this apprcach (the UK will doubtless regard it
s overadventurous, the F2G as overconservative, byt we might
be able to get each to agree to this middle position to gu»zd
egainst something "worse" Irom their perspectives). £ such
agreement was forthcoming, we could either wmove directly to
introduce the prooosal ia NATO, or carry out bilateral .
exploratlons with 'the Soviets and further trilateral
evaluations of their response (see B) prior to dlscussion in .
the Alllance. :

3. Bilatetal and Multil____ .. Channels:

The relative emphasis given to a bilateral or multilateral
channels would depend upon the basic aims of our move. If the
»princioal goal was to give a high public profile to our desire
foo progress in MBFR while forcing the Soviets to. go on record
a2 ~pposing verification, we wculd want to move the proposal
47:o%ly to the multilateral channel. If we placed a higher
“olue oo seeking Soviet acceptance of this proposal, and
initial soundings indicated genuine Soviet interest in it, we
would wish to countinue with more extensive and explicit
bilateral contacts before joing public.

.:- Lixkely Soviet Respon.se: ) ‘ : S _.:"’—':

As nentioned above, it is impossible to ascertain
m. rurately the degree of Soviet interest this proposal wduld
4 mrate, given our uncertainty as to what the Soviet bottom
lite 55 an MBFR agreement is. Any interest that was present’
would (as with other options) presumably be communicated ..
bilaterally: . The East could be expected to respond to:a formal
Western tabling of a proposal along these lines by a statement-iﬂ
highlichting its supposed inequities and calling ‘or the West™
to agrece to the current Eastern nroposals.

D. Izplications for INF, CDE

INF deployuments will certainly have taken place long before
is or any MBFR proposal could bear visible fruit. The
:enu’al usefulness of this move for smoothing the progress of

S

',()O'

inved deployzments by nighlichting Western commitment to
szntrol would clearly depend in part on how much intensity
INT issue continued o generate following initial -
eslcyvzents. Even if INT continues to be a contentious issue,
~owever, it is unlikely <“hat any move in a2 non-nuclear and
relatively forgotten arms control endeavour such as MBFR would:.
have auch countervailing eflect.

(Lt (6 YU ot
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5 January 1984
A NEW WESTERN INITIATIVE IN MBFR
SUMMARY

Key Elements

1. A new unit of account for reductions based on manpower
in combat/combat support (C/CS) forces rather than total manpower.

2. Prior agreement on initial data pertaining to C/CS forces.

3. Parity at 900,000 total (700,000 ground forces) retained
as ultimate reductions goal.

4. Sub-ceiling established for C/CS ground forces.
5. Phased reductions specified before treaty signature
- Interim and final subceilings on C/CS forces

- Number of C/CS forces each side must reduce to reach
the interim and final subceilings

- Schedule (flowrate) of reductions.

6. Five year reductions program: year 1, Soviet-U.S. re-
ductions on a 13:30 ratio; year 2, reductions by all direct
participants; year 3, verification of interim ceilings; years 4
and 5, completion of reductions.

7. Non-Circumvention clause to prevent circumvention of C/CS
categorizations.

8. Armaments clause added. Possible'features include:

- UK formula: i.e., armaments to be withdrawn with
personnel, or placed in storage, or transferred to
reserve forces, or destroyed.

-~ Common Ceilings on major weapons systems, i.e., tanks,
APC's, artillery, aircraft.

9. All verification measures to apply from outset to c/cCs
forces.

10. Some modification to existing verification measures
necessary: Inspections Measure (AM 4) to focus more obviously
on verification; Exchange of information measure (AM 6) to require
greater disaggregation; Notification and observation of out of
garrison activities measures (AMs 1 & 2) to drop extended area

provision.
SEERET
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. Elements of a New Western Initiative in MBFR
1. New Unit of Account for Reductions
Reductions to be specified in terms of combat/combat support
(C/CS) rather than total manpower.
Benefits are:
A, Focuses'nego:iations on forces:
- Posing greatest military threat
- Having more apparent organizational structure, and
therefore, greater potential for monitoring and
verification

B. Applies reduction/verification to a greater percentage of
Soviet ground forces than US ground forces
- 74% of total Eastern forces are C/CS

‘ - 85% of Soviet
- 72% of total NATO
- 70% of US

C. Exploits an Eastern offer (October 1983) of explicit data
and mandatory verification of reductions for "the bulk” of
the "most substantial military contingents" to be reduced.

2. Agreement on‘Initial Data Before Treaty Signature

Agreement on initial data pertaining to C/CS forces shall be

reached before treaty signature and any reductions.

A. Consistent with Presidential Directive (October 1983) and
longstanding Western position that sides must agree on
current force levels before any reductions.

B. Eliminates uncertainty regarding size of required reduétions.

’ Asymmetrical reductions still justified because West~East

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/04/27 : CIA-RDP86B00420R000801640001-2
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. ratio of C/CS forces is approximately the same as for
total forces.
- Total = 1:1.21
- C/CS = 1:1.25

C. Provides a way out of the data impasse.

- Requires the East to present new data on forces.

- If East continues to put forward inaccurate data, would
make inaccuracy more apparent because Western intelligence
can estimate personnel in C/CS forces more precisely than
it can personnel in total forces.

3. With New Unit of Account, Parity Remains Ultimate Reduction Goal

The present East-West consensus on parity at 900,000 uniformed

personnel (with sub-ceiling of 700,000 ground forces) on each side
’ is to be retained as the ultimate MBFR goal.

A. The 900,000 figure is important not for its magnitude but
for the principle of reductions to parity. The principle,
already accepted by the East, provides the justification
for asymmetrical reductions. To abandon the figure is to

I risk the East's backing away from the principle of parity.

The new-unit-of-account proposal retains parity at 900,000.

B. Retaining the 900,000 figure also averts lengthy debates
(within Administration, NATO, and Vienna forum) on
appropriate parity figure.

4. Sub-Ceilings for Ground C/CS Forces
" A. In the reductions area, C/CS ground forces now account
for 74% and 72%, respectively, of Pact and NATO ground

. forces. We propose that, after reductions to parity, the
S B
,Q} 5,__:\_;5.)—._..41«
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‘ remaining C/CS ground forces should account for no more
than about 74% of the total remaining ground forces.
B. In absolute numbers this would be a sub-ceiling of approxi-
mately 520,000 C/CS ground forces out of a ceiling of
700,000 on total ground forces.
5. Five Year Program of Reductions
The current Western Draft Treaty provides for a 7/-year program
of reductions to parity. This program could advantageously be
compressed to 5 years as follows: .First year, US-Soviet reductions
of C/CS forces on a 13:30 ratio; second year, reductions by all
direct participants to specified interim ceilings on C/CS forces;
third year, no reductions (implementation of verification procedures
for interim ceilings on C/CS forces); fourth and fifth years,
‘ completion of reductions to parity--900,000 total with sub-ceilings
- of 700,000 total ground forces and 520,000 C/CS ground forces.

A. A shorter period for reductions would apply associated
measures (AM;s) to all uniformed forces sooner than the
seven-year program would. (See scope and timing of AM's
in Para 9 below.)

B. As the East has proposed a 3-year reductions program,
it would presumably welcome a shortening of the Western
program.

6. Phased Reductions Specified In the Treaty

Reductions provisions will specify:

A. Interim and final sub-ceilings on C/CS forces.

B. Numbers of C/CS forces each side must reduce to reach the

. interim and final sub-ceilings.
erpnTT
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. C. Schedule (flow rate) of reductions. This schedule will
be designed to ensure that at no point in the reductions
process is the West in a moré disadvantageous military
‘position vis-a-vis the East than prior to initiation of
reductions.

7. Non-Circumvention Clause

Because the new unit of account for reductions focuses on c/cs
forces, roughly a quarter of total forces would not be subject to
reductions, and, during the reductions period, would not be covered
by verification measures. It is important to include a legal
commitment in the treaty to prevent the East from arming rear
services personnel, equipping them for combat support, or train
them for combat or combat support tasks.

' A. Cooperative East-West verification measures will not apply
to service units during the reductions period, but full
national intelligence means would monitor these rear
service forces and guard against Eastern miscategorization
of forces in the reductions area. (See Scope and Timing

‘ of AM's in Para 9 below.)

B. The non-circumvention clause also will include a provision
that any violation of the clause would be cause for treaty
abrogation.

C. Suspected violations of the non-circumvention clause can
be raised in the Joint Commission, and if not resolved to

the satisfaction of the West, can be used as cause for

. treaty abrogation.
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‘ 8. Armaments

An armaments clause is to be added to the Western draft treaty.
Possible features include:

- The UK formula: i.e., Armaments of reduced forces are to be
withdrawn from the area, or placed in storage, or transferred
to reserve forces, or destroyed.

- Common ceilings on major weapons systems, e.g., tanks.

A. The absence of a Western concept for dealing with armaments
has afforded the East a propaganda opportunity to sow doubt
in Western public opinion concerning the seriousness of
Western governments about arms control. This doubt could
lead to a lessening of support among Western parliaments
for needed conventional force modernization. INF

. deployment was accomplished largely because the USG was
engaged in INF negotiations and was perceived to have
a credible arms control stance in Geneva. Continuing
to stone-wall on the armaments issue in Vienna could
give credence to the Eastern charge that Western govern-

| ments are not serious about achieving a conventional arms

control agreement in Central Europe, thereby jeopardiz-
ing continued parliamentary and public support for conven-
tional force modernization programs.

B. The absence of an armaments provision in the Western draft
also leaves the field open to wild proposals currently in
circulation, e.g., disarmament zones in Central Europe,
inclusion of short range nuclear systems in MBFR, and

. combining INF and MBFR.

@rm”m
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' 9. Verification of Reductions and Residual Ceilings

All verification measures are to apply during the reductions

phase but only to C/CS forces. (National intelligences means would

monitor compliance with the non-circumvention clause.)

A.

D.

Prior to treaty signature, the full Western package of
associated measures (as amended, see Paras 10 and 11 below)
must be agreed, including details of content and modalities
for implementation.
During the reductions process, the complete set of
associated measures would apply to all C/CS forces in
the reduction area, not merely to those being reduced.
Upon completion of agreed reductions (end of year 5),
the complete set of verification measures would apply
to all military forces within the reductions area.
A provision should also be included requiring the sides
to exchange information (AM 6) in year 3 of the reductions
on rear service forces projected to be part of the residual
900,000 ceiling force two years hence. This projected
data would facilitate national monitoring of levels of

rear service support personnel.

10. Enhancing Verification

To make the Western Verification package more effective,

certain features of Annex II to the Western Draft Treaty should

be amended.

A.

Associated measure 4 (AM 4) (inspections) might be
restructured to focus clearly on verification rather

than early warning.

ﬁ'
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- Deemphasizing the early warning aspect of AM 4 might

allow a more stringent inspections measure to be
negotiated--one that would be more effective in
monitoring treaty compliance. (See Para 11 below

for discussion of early warning).

The East has long argued that the West's inspection
measure is intended more for intelligence collection
than for verification of treaty compliance. Removing
early warning aspects of AM 4 would decrease the
credibility of this Eastern argument against the West's

inspection measure.

Verification would be enhanced if AM 6 (exchange of
information) were changed to require greater disaggrega-
tion of data.

- The current AM 6 only requires exchange of information

down to division level whereas recent bilateral off-the-
record discussions in Vienna, e.g., between the FRG and
GDR reps, suggest that agreement on exchange of data to
battalion level may be possible.

The greater the disaggregation, the more detailed the
picture of the types of Eastern forces in the reductions
areas and the more effective the Western verification

system.

Early Warning

AM's 1 and 2 (Pre-Notification of Out-of-Garrison activities and

. observation of this activity) could be amended. They would

SECRET
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negotiations to the CDE forum where the negotiations mandate

applies to Soviet territory.

A.

The original FRG argument for extending the AM 1 and 2
area into Soviet territory was to avoid pinpointing
"Germany" as the geographical focus of a disarmament
regime. With the CDE zone now extending inside the
Soviet Union to the Ural Mountains, the FRG may be
less insistent on having the extended area feature

in the MBFR package.

The East continues to insist that AM's 1 and 2 are
impossible to negotiate in Vienna so long as they
contain the extended area provision.

It may be possible to negotiate more stringent AM's 1
and 2 if they apply only in the reductioné area than if

they apply also to Soviet territory.

12. Safeguards Against Non-Compliance

No treaty can provide an absolute guarantee of treaty compli-

ance, but this proposal contains a number of safeguards against

non-compliance:

A. No reductions will begin until the West is satisifed with

Eastern data on C/CS forces, and the siée and timing of
reductions to be taken by each side.

When reductions are underway, the complete set of
verification measures will apply to all C/CS forces

to ensure that reductions proceed as contracted.
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Also, while reductions are underway, national intelligence
means will be applied to Eastern rear service forces to
ensure compliance with the non-circumvention clause.
A joint commission will become active at treaty
signature and any suspected violations of treaty
compliance pertaining to either the reductions process
or to the non-circumvention clause may be raised in
this forum and, if not resolved to the satisfaction
of the West, be considered cause for treaty abrogation.
In year three of the reductions process, interim ceilings
on C/CS forces will be verified, giving the West another
opportunity to abrogate the treaty if the East is not in
compliance with the agreement.
In year th:ee, the sides also exchaﬂge data on rear
service forces projected to be part of the residual
common ceilings. These data serve as another measure of
compliance. At the three year point, they test the East's
willingness to continue to provide required data; and at
the 5 year point, they give a precise yardstick for
measuring Eastern compliance with total residual ceilings.
At the end of the reductions period (5 years), the
complete set of verification measures apply to all
uniformed personnel in the reductions area to verify
attainment of agreed common ceilings and sub-ceilings.
If the ceilings and sub-ceilings are not verified to
the satisfaction of the West at this point, the treaty
can be abrogated.
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For the remaining life of the treaty, compliance will
be monitored by the complete set of verification
measures augmented by the full range of national
intelligence means, and whatever pertinent CDE measures
may be eventually negotiated.
While the above provisions will not guarantee compliance,
they will, when taken together, act as effective safe-
guards against non-compliance. In any event, there are a
number of mechanisms in play at all times in the treaty life

which will allow abrogation in the event of non-compliance.

13. General Benefits of Adopting the Initiative

The general benefits of adopting the initiative as USG MBFR

. policy are that it:

A.

Is consistent with Presidential decision that reductions

be based on prior agreement of initial data and application
of full set of verification measures.

Holds the East to commitment to parity while giving the East
an implicit opportunity to bring their force levels in

the area more in line with Western data estimates.

Improves prospects for prior data agreement by focusing the
data discuséion initially on C/CS forces--where the
discrepancy in East-West data is less, and Western verifica-
tion capabilities are better.

Takes advantage of the opening provided by the East's
recently expressed willingness to specify, prior to
signature of agreement, numerical data on "the bulk" of

reductions of the "most substantial military contingents."”

Crane
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. E. Contains a non-circumvention clause that would help
overcome possible criticism by certain allies and Congress
that the West would be ignoring over 25% of Pact uniformed
personnel by using a C/CS unit-of-account for specified
reductions.
F. Holds to the 900,000 common ceiling thereby maintaining
fundamental NATO agreement on the basic MBFR objective
and avoiding extensive delays that would be required to
work out a new MBFR framework within NATO.
G. Would be responsive to allied concerns that the West
offer a new initiative in Vienna, but does not entail
postponing data agreement as the FRG option would require.
H. Requires only minimal changes in the Western Draft Treaty
‘ of July 1982.
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Attachment 1

DRAFT GUIDANCE TO AD HOC GROUP ON A WESTERN INITIATIVE IN MBFR

1.

In order to enhance the prospects for an agreement

consistent with long-held Western MBFR objectives, the Ad Hoc

group is authorized to inform the East that the West is willing

to make the following changes in the framework proposed in the

Western Draft Treaty of July 7, 1982:

A.

Amend appropriate provisions in the text of the treaty
and Annex 1 to require that reductions commitments be
confined only to combat and combat support forces. The
West will be prepared to indicate which general types
of forces it considers should be included on each side

in the category "combat and combat support" forces and

which forces would not be included in this category,

but the precise definition of these types of forces
would be subject to negotiation.

Modify Annex 1 to provide for the following staged
reductions of combat and combat support forces over a
five-year period according to the following program:’
First year, US and Soviet reductions on ratio of 13:30;
second year, reductions by all direct participants;
third year, a one-year period to monitor an interim
residual level; fourth and fifth years, completion

of reductions by all direct participants.

Add a provision in the text of the treaty that both sides
will avoid- any action with respect to the overall level
of uniformed personnel in the area (as defined in

(TOGRT
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Article III. 5 of the Western Draft Treaty) which would
circumvent the net effect of reductions of combat and
combat support personnel specified in the agreement.
Modify the treaty text and Annex 1 to state that upon
completion of these reductions, i.e. 5 years after entry
into force of the agreement, the total number of uniformed
military personnel in the area shall not exceed the agreed
levels of aproximately 700,000 ground force personnel (of
which combat/combat support personnel will not exceed
520,000) and 900,000 ground and air force personnel combined.
Amend the appropriate provisions concerning associated
measures to make clear that the measures contained in
Annex 2 of the Western Draft Treaty would apply during
the reductions, these measures would apply to all uniformed
personnel in the area in order to monitor compliance with
the obligation not to exceed the agreed common collective
levels.
Amend appropriate provisions of the protocol to the treaty
and Annex 2 in order to confine the area of application
of all measures listed in Annex 2 to the agreed area of
reductions.
Amend the proposed inspection measure in Annex 2 to focus
this measure more explicitly on the verification of
reductions and limitations, by emphasizing, among other
things, inspections of garrisons and force structure

and removing aerial inspection.
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. H. Add to the exchange of information measure a clearer

definition of which forces would be covered, including
units down to the regimental/brigade level, in this
exchange.
I. Change the title of the proposed agreement to include
the term "armaments" and include in the treaty text a
pProvision to the effect that the armaments of reduced
forces shall be withdrawn from the area, or placed in
storage, or transferred to reserve forces, or destroyed.
2. Except for the foregoing modifications, all other
provisions of the Western Draft Treaty of July 1982, its protocol

and Annexes remain unchanged.

35&&
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OPTION 3: POSTPONEMENT OF DATA AGREEMENT UNTIL
AFTER INITIAL U.S.-SOVIET REDUCTIONS

Description - -

The sides would negotiate an interim agreement of limitegd
duration covering: initial U.S.-Soviet reductions, a freeze periog
during which force data/information would be exchanged and verifiegd
to the satisfaction of both sides, and a declaration of intent to
sign a formal treaty on reductions to pParity on the basis of the
verified (agreed) data. Details of the verification measures to
be implemented at each stage would be agreed,

This interim agreement would include the following points:

l. 1Initial US/Soviet reductions would be completed within one
year. The US would withdraw 13,000 and the Soviets 30,000. The Us
and USSR would exchange lists of the units/personnel to be withdrawn.
Exit/entry points would be established for U.S.-Soviet forces.

-

A. At the beginning of this period, the sides would provide
information on their forces existing in the area according to the
following format: (this would be AM~-6, i.e., information ang data on
structure down to battalion/regiment level, including numerical
strengths of units).

B. At the beginning of this period, the sides would also
Put into effect the following verification measures: permanent exit/
entry points with observers (AM~5); on-site inspections (AM-4);
Prior notification of military movements into area (AM-3). The
coqsultative commission would also be established.

J C. The sides would have 18 months to confirm, through the
AMs and national means, that the data/information provided under

AM-6 was accurate. Questions could be raised in the consultative
commission.,

D. If, at the end of this 18-month period, the sides were
satisfied that the information provided by each side was accurate

SECRET
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: A. If, at the end of that 18-month period, either side
(through procedures agreed by the consultative commission) declared
itself not satisfied that the information provided was accurate, all
obligations would be voided.

3. The sides would continue to work out the details of the
treaty on reductions to parity during the 30-month duration of this
interim agreement.

Treaty Signature and Other Modalities

The understanding described above would be worked out by the
delegations and would provide the basis for an interim agreement,
There is flexibility on the actual form of the interim agreement,
An executive agreement of limited duration (30 months), signed by
Foreign Ministers or Heads of State of all direct participants,
might be appropriate. The interim agreement would go into effect
upon signature.

If the sides agreed to proceed with reductions to parity, that
agreement would be a formal treaty to be ratified according to the
constitutional procedures of each state. Signature could be by
Foreign Ministers or Heads of State.

-

Scale and Phases of Reductions

After the initial understanding is signed;

{- The U.S., would withdraw 13,000 troops and the USSR would
withdraw 30,000 troops. Withdrawals would be completed within one
year.

=—- After these reductions, neither side would increase the
collective level of its military manpower. This freeze period
would last 18 months.

If, after this 30-month period, the sides decide to sign the
treaty, then, after treaty ratification:

Verification Measures

The verification measures to accompany each of the reduction
steps would be specified in the interim agreement. Thus, before any
reductions were taken, the sides would agree that:

SECRET
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. -- For the initial U.S.-Soviet withdrawals: the U.S. and USSR
would exchange lists of the forces to be withdrawn; exit/entry

points would be established through which all withdrawals and all
U.S. and Soviet forces entering would pass; non-interference with
NTM. These verification measures would be in effect for the 12-month
duration of the withdrawal stage. (Comment: The purpose of the
verification measures would be to verify the withdrawals and to
monitor U.S. and Soviet force levels)

-- For the freeze period: at the beginning of the freeze period,
the sides would provide the information of its forces existing in
the area according to the previously agreed format, and the following
verification measures would go into effect: exit/entry points,
on-site inspection, prior notification of movements into area.
These verification measures would last for the 18-month duration of
the freeze period. (Comment: The purposes of the verification
measures would be to confirm the data/information provided and to
confirm/ update our data base for Eastern forces). -

-- For reductions to parity: If the treaty is signed, all
verification measures would go into effect upon ratification and
would continue for the duration of the treaty. (Comment: The -
purpose of the verification measures would be to monitor and verify -
reductions and maintenance of the common collective ceilings.)

Assessment of effectiveness. For the freeze period and for
‘ reductions to parity under the treaty, if signed, the effectiveness
of the verification measures would be the same as for the current
Western draft treaty.

For the initial U.S.-Soviet reductions, the measures noted
would be adequate to confirm the withdrawals and to keep track of
U.S.-Soviet force movements for the purpose of monitoring U.S.
and Soviet force levels. The absence of on-site inspection for
this period of one year would have only marginal effect on our
ability to monitor the obligations undertaken.

Likelihood of Soviet acceptance/compliance. The likelihood
of the East accepting Western verification measures would be
somewhat enhanced under this option (compared to the current Western
draft treaty) since the West would have met the East part way on the
reductions issues of Eastern interest. However, given the requirement
for data agreement (and its presumption of large asymmetrical
reductions) prior to the treaty on reductions to parity, it remains
unlikely that the East would accept this Option as is.

For the treaty on reductions to parity, the likelihood of Soviet
compliance with obligations would be the same as for the current
Western draft treaty. It can be expected that the East will take a
very narrow interpretation of their obligations and that there will

. be disputes. However, if the East did agree to the data agreement
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'required for Western acceptance . of the treaty, it must be presumed

that the East generally intends to comply with their legal obligations.

During the initial U.S.-Soviet reductions phase and the freeze
period, it might be argued that the East would have less incentive
to comply since the obligations undertaken would not be in treaty
form. They might be willing to take greater risks at marginal
cheating: However, since the interim agreement is of limited duration,
the East might consider the risk of detection too great. There is a
risk that the East will not provide accurate data/information under
AM-6, but that risk exists with the current Western draft treaty and
its requirement for agreed data prior to reductions. It could be
argued that the risks were less under this Option 3 since we would
not have to abrogate a treaty in the event of Eastern non-compliance.
There is inherently some risk of Eastern cheating, but large-scale
cheating or misreporting should be ascertainable, especially since
this option provides an 18-month verification period.

Data Agreement

The interim agreement would specify that, at the beginning of
the freeze period, the sides would exchange information on their
forces in the area at that time, according to an agreed format.

That format (Associated Measure 6) would be described in the interim
agreement. The sides would then have 18 months to check out the
accuracy of the information provided. -

The enhanced Associated Measure 6 provides that information
would be given on force structure down to battalion level, and
would include numerical strengths of the units. Thus, instead of
data agreement solely on the basis of aggregate totals of manpower
as under our current draft treaty, data agreement would be based
on force structure which is more compatible with our own national
means of monitoring Eastern forces. Also, unlike our current
draft treaty where we are essentially demanding Eastern agreement
to our current data, under Option 3 and the enhanced Associated
Measure 6, we would be determining the accuracy or non-accuracy of
the specific information provided by the East under Associated
Measure 6.

Possible Negotiating Strategy

Consultations with Allies

If this option were selected, we would first call a U.S.-U.K.-
FRG trilateral meeting to coordinate positions. Such a meeting
could be held in December; alternatively, the three could reach
agreement on the margins of the December 8-9 NATO Ministerial.
Although the FRG prefers minimal linkage among the three steps and
wanted a NATO initiative phrased in terms of statements of principle
rather than as a new proposal for an agreement as this option is
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now structured, they would probably support this option without
significant change. The U.K. prefers not to make any initiative on
data and would prefer their own option if a data initiative were
deemed desirable., The U.K. would resist this option, but if the
U.S. and FRG ‘were to insist on it, the U.K. would probably acquiesce
but would probably suggest changes,

Once the U.S., U.K. and FRG agreed to a coordinated position,
we would introduce this option into NATO for Allied approval. Most
of our Allies support making a data initiative, so there would
probably be little difficulty in gaining Allied acceptance. If the
option were introduced into NATO by the end of this year, guidance
to the Ad Hoc Group could pProbably be agreed in time to table the
initiative at the beginning of next round, which begins January 26,

Multilateral and Bilateral Channels

A primary purpose of Option 3 is to neutralize Eastern pressure
on reductions issues so that we can engage in detailed discussion of
data/verification. We should pursue this objective both in the
formal negotiations and in bilateral channels.

If this option were selected, we should not let the current
negotiating round end without bilateral contact. We want the
Soviets to continue to give attention to verification issues during
the recess. We should therefore indicate that we will have a
constructive response to their February/June proposals next round
and that we then expect them to be prepared to engage in detailed
discussion of verification. Once the initiative 'is tabled in
Vienna, we would pursue such discussions with the Soviets, primarily
in Vienna, with the objective of pressing the East to accept the
substance as well as the principle of our verification measures,

verification issues, thus ensuring that the bilateral channel does
not get too far ahead of the Allies.

Likely Soviet Response

Nevertheless, it would seem that the Soviets would agree to
more detailed discussion of data/verification issues. They have
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Where such discussions might lead is uncertain: probably not
to an agreement, since we would still face the problem of asymmetrical
reductions even if the Soviets were to make further concessions on
verification. But detailed discussions of data/verification,
especially on our enhanced Associated Measure 6, could only be use ful
to us. :

Impact on INF, CDE

If the Soviets walk out of INF, our Allies will probably be
anxious to step up activity in other arms control forums, including
(and perhaps especially) MBFR, to underline the fact that the West
remains flexible on arms control. In any case, INF discussions will
probably be resumed sometime next year, one way or another, and the
Allies will continue to be concerned that the overall Western
negotiating posture be positive and credible. A Western MBFR -
initiative along the lines of this option would meet these interests,

It is in the U.sS. interest to keep CDE focused on confidence-
building measures and to avoid discussion of force reductions in
that 35-nation forum. MBFR remains the only forum we have for
addressing force reductions as an Alliance and in a NATO-Warsaw Pact
context. Even those of our Allies who share our view that MBFR is
the preferred forum for force reductions equally want to ensure that
such discussions remain active in one forum or another. Continued

purpose. This option would spark useful activity in MBFR and would
bolster NATO's pPublic posture on arms control, '

Impact on NATO's Ability to Respond to Crisis

NATO military studies of the Western 1979 Package of associated
meéasures concluded that the package could assist NATO political
decision-making in time of crisis, since a violation of an associated
measure would add to NATO's warning indicators and information about
Warsaw Pact intentions. The alert activity exception to Associated
Measure One, and the Western requirements for negotiated exceptions
to the common ceiling were designed to protect NATO mobilization/

reinforcement capability in a crisis.

This option does not change the substance of the Western package
of associated measures (it does delay implementation of on-site
inspection and exchange of information for one year) or the Western
position on alert activities or exceptions, Therefore, the assessment
of this option's impact on NATO's ability to respond in a Crisis
should be the same as for the current Western draft treaty.
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NATO/WARSAW PACT MANPOWER IN THE NATO GUIDELINES AREA (NGa) 1

us

CANADA

FRANCE

UK

BELGIUM

RG

LUX.

NLETHERLANDS
TOTAL

USSR

GDR
‘II' POLAND

CSSR

TOTAL

USSR
GDR
POLAND
CSSR
TOTAL

 GROUND

214,000
4,300
48,000
61,950
68,400
340,500
675

66,250

804,075

NATO MANPOWER !

AIR

41,200
1,400

11,400
20,750
109,825

17,850
202,425

TOTAL

255,200
5,700
48,000
73,350
89,150
450,325
675
84,100

1,006,500

NATO ESTIMATE OF WARSAW PACT MANPOWEKR 1

GROUND

486,300
122,800
222,525

147,840
979,465

AIR

56,020
37,740
91,010

29,020
243,790

TOTAL

542,320
160,540
313,535
206,860
1,223,255

WARSAW PACT TABLED DATA A/O 1 AUGUST 1980

GROUND

404,800
93,000
161,800

137,100

796,700

AIR

40,500
29,800
67,300

44,700
182,300

TOTAL

445,300
122,800
229,100
181,800
979,000

DISCREPANCY: NATO ESI'IMATE AND PACT TABLED DATA

GROUND;

AIR:

TOTAL:

182,765
61,490

244,255

. 1 NATO data derived from NATO document AC/276-D (83)6, "NATO Forces in the

NGA." Warsaw Pact data derived fram NATO &

Forces in the NGA."
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